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Introduction
The City of Richmond, like many other localities, has a dire need for affordable and permanent
supportive housing. While quality, affordable housing is a cornerstone of sustainable economic
vitality and personal wellbeing (CF Richmond, 2022), it remains a challenge throughout the
region. A professional report titled Poverty in Richmond, Virginia created by John Moeser
investigates poverty within the city compared to surrounding counties such as Chesterfield,
Hanover, Henrico, Goochland, Powhatan, Charles City, and New Kent. He includes data from
1990, 2000, 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2013, all in which Richmond city leads with the highest
percentage of population living in poverty. While there is no direct context within his report
confirming the areas that are more poverty stricken than others, it can be agreed upon that the
need for affordable housing should be widespread to reduce the continuation of concentrated
poverty.
In 2015, Thad Williamson published a report on Richmond’s effort to reduce the city’s 26%
poverty rate “… encompassing multiple policy areas from education to economic and workforce
development to housing.” (Thad Williamson, 2015). Religious and faith-based organizations and
“their overall mission of charity emphasizes civic participation and community building, key to
sustainable community development” (Kretzmann and McKnight 1997). They play a key role in
not only providing affordable living but access to services, public transportation, jobs, and
education for low-income individuals. To expand on those efforts, the Housing Richmond plan
will identify the need for affordable housing in three priority growth nodes as defined by
Richmond 300, with hopes to implement new affordable housing opportunities. Those three
growth nodes, which will be expanded on in the upcoming work are Greater Scotts Addition,
Shockoe Bottom, and Manchester.
In a piece written by Herbert Rubin titled Renewing Hope within Neighborhoods of Despair, he
emphasizes a developmental activists’ explanation that “the goal of community-based
development is not simply about building, but rather it is about enabling the poor to gain the
personal dignity, pride, empowerment, as well as responsibility, that comes from being socially
and economically rooted.” By encouraging community-based development, preserving the
community aspect of everyday living in existing neighborhoods is attainable. Recognizing that
no communities resemble each other exactly, the uniqueness in providing permanent supportive
housing to communities based on need will be beneficial.
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Plan Purpose
The Housing Richmond plan identifies how non-profit housing organizations and both non-profit
and for-profit developers play a key role in community-based development. It outlines goals and
strategies to address the dire need for affordable housing stock within the Richmond community.
There are three specific areas of opportunity that are analyzed which include Greater Scotts
Addition, Shockoe Bottom, and Manchester. Otherwise defined by Richmond 300 as “major
nodes”, these three specific areas will be used as case study for the plan. The outcome of this
project includes GIS mapping of potential development sites/opportunities within each major
node and recommendations on how create more affordable housing.
The Housing Richmond plan takes form through a just city theoretical framework lens which is
defined by Susan Fainstein as the idea to “…“name” justice as encompassing equity, democracy,
and diversity” (Fainstein, 2010) These three principles guided the formation and implementation
of the Housing Richmond plan. The idea to “develop an urban theory of justice and to use it to
evaluate existing and potential institutions and programs” (Fainstein, 2010) will facilitate the
understanding of a non-profit organizations role within development of community-based
environments. Keeping in line with Fainstein’s ideology of social justice, the plan identifies key
elements in how “planners should intrude in the planning process and advocate for the
application of normative concepts of the just city.” (Fainstein, 2010) This ideology supports the
intersection of public planning theory and private development for public good within the
housing realm.
Client Description
The client for this project is Charles Hall, Vice President of Housing for Commonwealth
Catholic Charities (CCC). CCC is a 501 (c)(3) non-profit organization based in Richmond,
Virginia. Its mission is to “provide quality, compassionate human services to all people,
especially the most vulnerable, regardless of faith.” (Commonwealth Catholic Charities, 2022)
As one of many non-profit organizations helping to extend services to underserved communities,
CCC partners with homeless services providers to assist households in resolving their housing
crisis as quickly as possible as well as provide resources via their Housing Resource Center.
(Commonwealth Catholic Charities, 2022) CCC will be an asset when understanding both the
need for accessible and permanent supportive housing as well as the role that non-profit housing
organizations play in community-based development.
Outline
This plan proposal includes a deep literature review pertaining to the benefits of communitybased development. It will also help to understand how non-profit organizations play a
significant role in mitigating the need for affordable housing. The plan provides background and
context on Richmond’s history of affordable and permanent supportive housing stock as well as
gives insight on how to further increase the amount of said stock. To provide detailed
6

information on community needs, an existing conditions report has been completed alongside a
deep dive into both historical and current demographics. A methodology report follows along
with a summary of the Housing Richmond plan and a layout of deliverables.

Background, Literature Review, & Theory
The Housing Richmond plan pays respect to the theoretical process of advocacy and power of
voice and community within vulnerable regions. Fainstein’s ideology of the Just City will serve
as a tool to guide the framework in a way that emphasizes equity, democracy, and diversity as
aforementioned. Paul Davidoff’s advocacy planning theory will also be incorporated in the next
section as well. Accessibility is a prominent factor in supporting equitable community-based
development and the literature review to follow will address key components that explain why
there is a need for this framework.

Role of Non-Profit Housing Organizations
Non-profit housing developers and low-income housing coalitions are meant to strengthen and
support the ability of the community to develop organizations to improve the quality of life in
neighborhoods. (Housing Development Consortium, 2021) Unlike for-profit entities that operate
to produce returns for their owners and shareholders, and to create affordable housing that
maximizes profit (Housing Development Consortium, 2021) On the other hand, non-profits aim
to serve the most vulnerable populations: low-income people (Housing Development
Consortium, 2021). They are dedicated to achieving socially just public policies that assures that
the lowest income people in the United States have affordable and decent homes (Housing
Development Consortium, 2021).

Role of For-Profit Housing Organizations
For-profit developers also play a significant role in the creation of affordable housing stock. In a
study conducted by Johnson and Talen to understand a developer’s incentive to create affordable
units, it was noted that 78.6% of the developer’s surveyed included affordable housing units to
fill a community need and 26.2% cited a financial incentive for doing so (Johnson & Talen,
2010). This further confirms the differing thought processes that an individual seeking returns
may have versus a non-profit entity that has a community tie in making sure housing is
affordable for all. This will further guide discussion around why affordable housing is not being
created on a larger scale and give insight into how for-profit developers handle mixed-income
projects.
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Achieving a Just City
Fainstein’s ideology of achieving equity within race and social class has paved the way for a new
lens for community-based development. Fainstein's vision of The Just City establishes
philosophical links between notions of procedural versus distributional justice and applies them
to decision-making within urban environments. (Scally & Tighe, 2015) It is important to define a
just city just as Fainstein has in her philosophical work. According to Fainstein, the Just City has
many different components. These components will outline key guidelines when envisioning
what community-based development will look like throughout this plan.
Her first component describes a Just City as democratic in the sense that people have control
over their living environments. Fainstein values democracy but immediately qualifies her support
as she argues that local democracy can easily result in negative global outcomes (for instance,
when an affluent community democratically decides to close itself off from its surroundings).
(Uitermark, 2012) Understanding the challenges that come along with integrating social equity
efforts into neighborhoods that may feel that they are better off without is important. Fainstein’s
guide to achieving a city that remains inclusive of different socioeconomic classes will help to
combat the challenge. Implementing her theories throughout the creation of this plan will ensure
social equity within the Richmond community.
Secondly, she describes a Just City as allowing “diversity of various kinds” (Uitermark, 2012).
“However, like democracy, ambitions to create diversity often result in nominally unjust
outcomes, as when poor residents are forced to relocate to remote and more expensive estates as
part of efforts for social mixing (Uitermark, 2012). Being that each priority growth node to
follow is changing rather quickly as far as the complete makeup of Richmond City, it is
important to follow a community-based effort so that residents can feel connected to their space.
Lastly, Fainstein emphasizes the dire need for equity to play a major role in the conversation of
accessible living. For instance, urban renewal policies that force poor minority households to
relocate from neighborhoods where they are concentrated may increase diversity at the cost of
equity and democracy (Fainstein 2010, p. 73). In case of a tension or trade-off between different
criteria, according to Fainstein, equity should prevail; equity is much more central and
fundamental to her conception of the just city than democracy and diversity (Uitermark, 2012).

Advocacy
Effective democracy requires participation (Fishkin, 1997; Fung, 2009; Verba & Nie, 1972).
However, the history of urban politics, housing policy, and neighborhood revitalization in the
USA has demonstrated that wealth and power often overshadow participation and community
activism, producing unjust outcomes. (Scally & Tighe, 2015) The inequitable outcomes of this
and other top-down planning processes led to the development of new, people-focused planning
theories—equity planning and advocacy planning. (Scally & Tighe, 2015) Proponents of equity
and advocacy planning recognized that vulnerable and marginalized populations lack power to
influence planning decisions that control and regulate land uses (Davidoff, 1965; Krumholz,
1982). Their insistence on more equitable outcomes, coupled with a growing emphasis on
8

improving democratic participatory processes, highlighted tensions still present in urban
planning and development practices today. (Scally & Tighe, 2015)
Paul Davidoff viewed planning “as a process- to address a wide range of societal problems; to
improve conditions for all people while emphasizing resources and opportunities for those
lacking in both; and to expand representation and participation of traditionally excluded groups
in the decisions that affect their lives.” (Checkoway, 1994) With Richmond's vastly growing
market not allowing for individuals with need for affordable living to have many choices as to
where they reside, it is important to examine Davidoff’s ideology of advocacy and the social
impact it has on growing metropolitan areas.
His ideology of advocacy planning throughout the project will enhance the community character
seen throughout the solutions that may bare because of this plan. He challenged planners to
promote participatory democracy and positive social change; to overcome poverty and racism as
factors in society; and to reduce disparities between rich and poor, White and Black, men and
women. (Checkoway, 1994) He also emphasizes that “A planner shall seek to expand choice and
opportunity for all persons, recognizing a special responsibility to plan for the needs of
disadvantaged groups and persons, and shall urge the alteration of policies, institutions, and
decisions which militate against such objectives.” (Checkoway, 1994) Ultimately, these
principles guide the need for supportive and affordable housing and lay a foundation for how to
achieve those housing opportunities through advocacy and participatory contexts. Incorporating
advocacy planning theories into this project will guide the creation of housing options through
the lens of those who need it most. He viewed advocacy as a way of “enabling all groups in
society and singled out “organizations representing low-income families” as especially
important: “The plans prepared for these groups would seek to combat poverty and would
propose programs affording new and better opportunities to the members of the organization and
to families similarly situated.”” (Checkoway, 1994)

Navigating through community-based development
Increasing the affordable housing stock cannot end at developing single or multifamily asset
types that have no sense of community associated with them. Community-based programs can be
highly effective in managing natural resources, providing basic infrastructure, or ensuring
primary social services and often participation in community-based development involves
reversing control and accountability from central authorities to community organizations
(Narayan,1995). There are many key elements that make community-based development
successful, with the first ingredients being knowledge and understanding of local needs, and of
the existing network of social interaction at the household, group, and community level.
(Narayan, 1995) Not only do these ingredients make for an attainable project, but they also
provide the basis for defining the changes needed, both in existing local organizations and in
external agencies, to meet specified objectives (Narayan, 1995)
Community-based nonprofit organizations are viewed to be especially beneficial for innovation
and localized, community-based development. (Huta et. Al., 2008) Because of their ability to
address both the technicalities of physical development and the sensitivities of human/social
9

service, community-based organizations are viewed as essential to neighborhood revitalization
and a necessary player in the housing arena (Walker, 1993). Some researchers maintain that this
assertion extends to FBOs as well, signaling a greater governmental desire and willingness to
partner with faith-based and community-based organizations and to entrust them with the
delivery of key public services. (Huta et. Al., 2008)

Funding
It is important to understand that “as urban housing markets throughout the United States
increasingly exhibit challenges of affordability, federal, state, and local governments have placed
renewed emphasis on housing, specifically mixed-income housing, which integrates affordable
housing incentives into multifamily development projects.” (Kalugina, 2016) Housing policies
can differ by jurisdiction, but it is agreed upon that “the programs can be grouped into three main
approaches: rental assistance, homeownership assistance, and land use and regulatory
incentives.” (Kalugina,2016) For the purpose of this plan, we will review funding literature that
focuses primarily on rental assistance, tax credits, and additional trust funds that help fund the
development and maintenance of an affordable housing project.
Federal rental assistance programs are not funded adequately to serve all, or even most, eligible
households and a result, millions of households are on Public Housing Authority (PHA) waiting
lists to receive a Housing Choice Voucher or a unit in a public housing development. (Leopold,
2012) With Richmond City beginning to demolish hundreds of their public housing units, the
need for additional assistance is at its highest. Rental assistance is designed to “increase access to
housing, for people who would otherwise be unable to afford it, by limiting tenants’ rent to
approximately 30% of their income.” (Schapiro et. Al., 2021) Low Income Housing Tax Credit
and housing vouchers are popular programs that help to increase affordable housing stock
nationwide through rental assistance and “the rental assistance program incentivizes the
production and maintenance of affordable rental housing stock for low to moderate-income
individuals and families.” (Kalugina, 2020) There are other rental assistance programs that focus
primarily on helping low-income individuals have access to quality rental housing opportunities
as well. “HUD-funded rental assistance, in the form of project-based and voucher-based
subsidies, is an important source of affordable housing for this group.” (Schapiro et. Al., 2021) It
can be agreed upon that “by making housing affordable, rental assistance may also allow
households to access safer and better-quality housing, prevent evictions and forced moves,
prevent doubling up and crowding, and provide individuals with more control over their home
environment.” (Schapiro, et. Al, 2021)
As mentioned previously, Low Income Housing Tax Credits are extremely valuable in delivering
affordable units and the program, “which provides tax subsidies for developers building rental
units targeted to low-income households, has become a key component of housing policy.”
(Baum-Snow and Marion, 2009) Being that Low-Income Housing Tax Credit advocates on the
supply side argue that “they increase the supply of affordable housing in general” (Apgar,1990),
it is important to understand it’s benefits to a growing society like Richmond. These tax credits
do not only benefit societies by being a proactive tool for housing low-income individuals across
localities, but they serve as a reactive tool to recover from disaster and challenges times.
“Increasing vulnerability to disaster and rising wealth inequality are thus linked by pre- and post10

disaster housing policies” (Mehta et. Al, 2020) and it is important to consider that the
development of housing opportunity through tax credits can help alleviate the dire need before it
becomes too difficult to manage. Difficult times such as the COVID-19 pandemic and
diminishing rental assistance programs and eviction moratoriums are expected to see a large
effect on the number of individuals living in poverty. It is a goal of this plan to find solutions as
to how community-based development through non-profit and faith-based advocacy can help
change the narrative.
There are multiple other means of funding that could play a significant role in the development
and maintenance of affordable housing project which can include the City of Richmond
Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF), the Virginia Housing Trust Fund (VHTF) of the
Virginia DHCD, the National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF) of the Virginia DHCD, both Federal
and State Historic Tax Credits (depending on the site), the Community Development Block
Grant (CDGB), and additional state tax credits that may be available for affordable housing
developers.
It is important to look beyond Richmond specific and Virginia state funding for affordable
housing development. To get a better understanding of how other localities are funding these
developments, I explored alternative funding solutions that were not Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits. Per Local Housing Solutions, other funding sources for affordable housing development
included below-market interest rates, tax-exempt bonds, federal programs like the Home
Investment Partnerships Program (HOME), land donations, and deferred developer fees. (Local
Housing Solutions, 2022) Tax increment financing is also a strategy that would help to
continuously contribute the development of affordable housing. Tax increment financing (TIF),
as defined by Local Housing Solutions, is a powerful financing tool that allows underdeveloped
communities to secure funding for a public project by borrowing against incremental tax revenue
expected to be received after the completion of the project.” (Local Hosing Solutions, 2022) TIF
districts generate new revenue which is specifically allocated to the creation and preservation of
affordable housing units and additional public infrastructure upgrades. Through my research, I
found that many projects rely heavily on the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit and state
affordable housing trust funds for funding. It could be that other states prioritize affordable
housing on a greater scale than Virginia currently does or that funds are more readily available
due to the larger population size and need to meet.

Context and Existing Conditions
When understanding how current need came to be and how to best mitigate the need for a
specific sector of housing stock, it is important to understand a few pieces of relevant
information which include: (1) the historical background of priority growth node; and (2) a
descriptive geographical layout of each priority growth node. These two pieces of information
follow in the upcoming paragraphs and respective data figures.
For context, nodes as defined by Richmond 300, are “places in Richmond where people and jobs
are today and continue to grow into the future.” (Richmond 300, 2020) The City of Richmond
11

has identified a handful of priority growth nodes, or places “where the city is encouraging the
most significant growth in population and development over the next 20 years.” (Richmond 300,
2020)

History of Greater Scotts Addition
The district was named for General Winfield Scott, who in 1818 inherited the 600-acre
hermitage estate from his father-in-law,
Colonel John Mayo (Scotts Addition
Boulevard Association, 2020). In the early
20th century, the area was annexed to the
City of Richmond. The estate remained
significantly undeveloped until the early
1900’s when dwellings and businesses
began to be constructed. The construction
of large industrial plants, commercial
buildings, and warehouses began between
the 1930’s and 1950’s (Scotts Addition
Boulevard Association, 2020) and many of
the existing structures within the district
can still be seen to this day. Most identify
Scott’s Addition as the City of Richmond’s
Map 1: Historic Scotts Addition Aerial View, (Rice, 1957)
fastest growing neighborhood (Scotts
Addition Boulevard Association, 2020).
From bars and outdoor dining to both single family and multi-family residences, this general area
is one of the larger industrial and commercial districts in Richmond (Scotts Addition Boulevard
Association, 2020). Greater Scotts Addition is prime for opportunity to grow, with a sports and
entertainment district forming with easy access to major highways and transit. With the Diamond
District seeking development, the priority growth node is expected to see attraction of new and
existing residents.
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Map 2: Map of census tracts 402, 405-407 (Richmond Census Tracts, 2010) Map 3: Aerial image of Greater Scotts Addition PGN (Google,
2022)

For this plan, the Greater Scotts Addition priority growth node will consist of census tracts 402,
405, 406, and 407.

Greater Scotts Addition Population and Racial Demographics

Table 1: 1980-2020 Total Population for Census Tracts 402,405-407 (Greater Scotts Addition Priority Growth Node) vs.
Richmond City, U.S. Census Bureau, 2020
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Greater Scott’s Addition has seen both an increase in residents and attraction within the last 10
years. According to U.S. Census data, the growth node had a total population of 10,521 (about
the seating capacity of Cameron basketball stadium at Duke University) individuals in 2020,
compared to the total 226,610 individuals across Richmond City County in the same year. (U.S.
Census, 2020) Between 2010 and 2020, the Greater Scott’s Addition priority growth node grew
by about 1,400 residents. This is no surprise as Richmond City County also grew from 204,214
residents in 2010 to 226,610 residents in 2020, a difference of 22,396 total individuals inhabiting
the metropolitan area.
Between 1980 and 2000, both the City of Richmond and Greater Scotts Addition experienced a
decline in population. In 1980, there were a total of 219,214 individuals living within city limits
with 14,267 residing within Greater Scotts Addition’s respective census tracts. In 1990, the
number decreased with only 203,056 residents within the city and 11,235 within the district.
While the City of Richmond’s population decreased by 16,158 residents (about the seating
capacity of Madison Square Garden), the Greater Scotts Addition district had a decrease in
population of about 3,032 residents. The same is indicated for the population change between
1990 and 2000. In 2000, the population decreased by 5,266 residents and the Greater Scotts
Addition area saw a decline of about 2,353 individuals.

Percent of Total Population

2020 Racial Composition of Greater Scotts Additional PGN vs.
Richmond City
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%
0.0%

71.3%

43.3%

40.4%

14.4%
2.8%3.9%
White

Black/ African
American

Asian

0.4% 0.1%

0.1% 0.0%

American
Native
Indian and
Hawaiian or
Alaska Native Other Pacific
Islander

6.8%
2.6%

6.2%7.8%

Other

Two or More
Races

Race
Richmond City

Greater Scotts Addition

Table 2: 2020 Racial Composition of Census Tracts 402,405-407 (Greater Scott's Addition PGN) vs. Richmond City, U.S. Census
Bureau

Of the total 14,267 residents that reside within the Greater Scott’s Addition priority growth node
in 2020 (Table 1), there were a variety of races encompassed within that total. Most individuals
that lived within the area were White (10,174 persons) with the Black population following with
2,055 individuals. The remaining population is comprised of Asian (556 persons), American
14

Indian and Alaska Native (8 persons), Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific islander (2 persons), two
or more races (1,106 persons), and some other races (366 persons).

History of Shockoe Bottom
Today’s Shockoe Bottom thrives with active nightlife and community events such as farmer’s
markets and community exchanges. Although it is one of many Richmond city attractions
currently, it was not always a place
known for fun and an enjoyable time.
In fact, Shockoe Bottom is known for
being the center of Richmond’s slave
trade as it played a pivotal role during
the peak years of the nation’s interstate
slave trade (National Trust for Historic
Preservation, 2022). Most of Shockoe
Bottom has been razed

Figure 1: Historic Shockoe Bottom (Richmond Times Dispatch, 2022)

and paved over but it remains sacred
ground associated with suffering,
injustice, and resistance to slavery
(National Trust for Historic
Preservation, 2022).

Although there are many negatives that may come to mind when discussing the role that
Shockoe Bottom played in history, “Richmond’s Shockoe Bottom has the potential to become an
educational center of international significance.” (Edwards and Wilayto, 2015) Not only can a
learning opportunity for both residents and visitors become present, but opportunities to reside
and grow within the historical district can be possible as well.
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Map 4: Map of census tracts 203-207 (Richmond Census Tracts, 2010)

Map 5: Aerial view of Shockoe Bottom PGN (Google, 2022)

For this plan, census tracts 203,204,205,206, and 207 will represent Shockoe Bottom.

Shockoe Bottom Population and Racial Demographics

Table 3: 1980-2020 Total Population for Census Tracts 203-207 (Shockoe Bottom PGN) vs. Richmond City, U.S. Census Bureau,
2020

According to data collected from the U.S. Census, Shockoe Bottom, like many other regions
within the City of Richmond, has experienced growth within the last 10 years. In 2020, the total
population for the region consists of 13,921 individuals compared to the 226,610 total for
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Richmond City. This was a 2% growth from 2010 where there were 12,078 individuals total
within Shockoe Bottom. This is a trend seen across multiple nodes which can be associated with
the overall growth of Richmond City.
Up until 2010, the Shockoe Bottom associated census tracts experienced a decline each decade
since the 1980’s. In the 1980’s, the total population went from 16,108 residents (about the
seating capacity of Madison Square Garden) to 12,780 residents indicating that 13% of
individuals migrated out of Shockoe Bottom during the 10-year period. A 293-person decline
followed from 1990 to 2000 and a 409-person decline came after from 2000 to 2010. It was not
until between 2010 and 2020 that Shockoe Bottom experienced an increase in population
following a 30-year decline period.

Percentage of Total Population

2020 Racial Composition of Shockoe Bottom PGN vs. Richmond
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Table 4: 2020 Racial Composition of Census Tracts 203-207 (Shockoe Bottom Priority Growth Node) vs. Richmond City, U.S.
Census Bureau, 2020

Of the total 13,921 persons that resided with the Shockoe Bottom priority growth node in 2020,
most of the individuals identified themselves as Black (Table 4). The White population followed
as the second largest racial group with 6,298 individuals. The remaining population in Shockoe
Bottom consisted of Asian (487 persons), American Indian and Alaskan Natives (62 persons),
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (12 persons), two or more races (919 persons) and
some other race (294 persons).
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History of Manchester
In 1769, the Virginia General Assembly
“enacted… that the first mentioned piece of land
(Rocky Ridge) lying and being at the falls of the
James River, on the southside thereof, in the
County of Chesterfield… shall be called and
known by the name of Manchester…” (Virginia
General Assembly, 1769). It was not until 1874
that Manchester became its own independent city.
Always competing with Richmond to the north,
Manchester’s docks, flour and textile mills, tobacco
warehouses and iron foundries helped to expand its
economy, population, and infrastructure (The
Valentine).
Figure 2: Old Town Manchester, Photo Courtesy of The Cook
Collection

It is important to note that while a bridge
connected Manchester to Richmond’s
downtown and Shockoe Bottom regions,
development looked quite different in
both parts. It was not until 1910, after
decades of discussion to consolidate
Manchester and Richmond, that Mayor
Henry Maurice presented the ceremonial
city key to Richmond Mayor David
Richardson to solidify this merger (The
Valentine).

Map 6: Historic Map of Richmond and Manchester, Virginia (Cram, 1982)
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Map 7: Map of census tracts 602 & 610 (Richmond Census Tracts, 2010)

Map 8: Aerial View of Manchester PGN (Google, 2022)

For this plan, census tracts 602 and 610 will represent the Manchester area.

Manchester Population and Racial Demographics

Table 5: 1980-2020 Total Population for Census Tracts 602 & 610 (Manchester Priority Growth Node) vs. Richmond City, U.S.
Census, 1980-2020
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Manchester, like many other regions, experienced many of the same obstacles that the rest of the
city was facing. Obstacles such as movement from the urban core to the suburbs, concentrated
poverty, and an increase in crime are just a few of the challenges Manchester faced. According to
U.S. Census data, the total population for Manchester as of 2020 consisted of 8,463 individuals.
The year 1980 was the only other year that saw a population that was higher than that of the
present day.
Population change plays a key role in demand for housing stock and the need for affordable and
supportive housing units will also increase as the population rises. Between 1980 and 2000, the
population declined (Table 5). The area went from inhabiting 9,113 individuals 1980 to 5,252
individuals in 1990, resulting in a 3,861 decline in persons living within Manchester. The decade
after followed with a loss of 1,007 residents between 1990 and 2000. All three priority growth
nodes surpass their respective 1980’s population estimates.
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Table 6: 2020 Racial Composition of Census Tracts 602 & 610 (Manchester PGN) vs. Richmond City, U.S. Census Bureau, 2020

Of the total 8,463 individuals that lived within the Manchester area in 2020, most of the
population consisted of Black individuals which is like Shockoe Bottom’s racial composition.
The second largest population by race is White individuals. Being that Manchester is known for
its role in the slave trade, the large presence of Black individuals is justified. The remaining
population in Manchester consisted of Asian (257 persons), American Indian and Alaska Native
(35 persons), Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander (1 person), two or more races (675
persons), and some other race (214 persons.)
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Current Poverty Status
Richmond City Below Poverty level vs. Total Population of
Richmond City

45,775 or
21%

219,038 or 79%

Total

Below Poverty Level

Table 7: 2020 U.S. Census Data on Poverty Level in Richmond City, Virginia

To get an idea of the need for affordable housing units within the City of Richmond, it is
imperative to identify the City’s current poverty status. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, of
the 219,038 total residents within the City in 2020, 21% or 45,775 persons, were considered to
be living below the poverty line. This is a 4% decrease from the 2000 estimate for individuals
living below the poverty line. Although there was a slight decrease, we will have a lot of work to
do to ensure that the number of individuals that are poverty stricken continues to lessen.

Current Housing Stock
For the purpose of this plan, it is important to identify the number of existing housing
opportunities within the three priority growth nodes as outlined in Richmond 300. Below, you
will find Table 7, which identifies these opportunities as well as helping to understand where an
additional need may come in.
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2020 Housing Occupancy by Priority Growth Node
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Table 8: 2020 Housing Occupancy by Priority Growth Node, U.S. Census, 2020

According to data gathered from both the U.S. Census Bureau and the American Community
Survey’s Decennial U.S. Census, there are a total of 22,868 housing units that are located within
all three priority growth nodes. Of the total 22,868 housing units, 8,130 of them are located
within Greater Scotts Addition, 9,242 are within Shockoe bottom and 5,496 are in the
Manchester node. There is a total of 20,906 occupied units as of 2020 within the three priority
growth nodes and a total of 1,961 vacant housing options otherwise identified as housing
opportunities. The available housing units are not specifically multi-family style dwellings and
can be a number of different unit styles such as condominiums, single-family homes, etc.

Gross Rents as a Percentage of Household Income
According to 2021 Estimates provided by the U.S. Census, 46% of Richmond City households
are paying 35% or more on rent. Being that that HUD defined cost burdened families as “those
who pay more than 30% of their income for housing” (Rental burdens: Rethinking affordability
measures), there are a significant number of individuals living within the Richmond area that are
spending more than they should on housing.

Precedent Plans
Richmond 300
In December of 2020, the City of Richmond adopted the Richmond 300 Masterplan as a guide
for “designing an equitable, sustainable, and beautiful Richmond for its 300th birthday in 2037”.
(Richmond 300, 2020) Although it is unclear how much the City of Richmond will grow over the
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next 20 years, it is important to analyze the need for affordable housing stock for both current
and future residents.
There are multiple goals and objectives outlined in Richmond 300 that support the expansion of
housing development in the city. Goal 14 of the master plan is to “preserve, expand and created
mixed income communities, by reserving existing housing units and developing new ones -- both
renter- and owner- occupied – throughout the city.” (Richmond 300, 2020) It also challenges the
fact that individuals earning as much as $72,000 are still unable to afford living in most of the
Richmond region, which leaves low-income individuals severely cost burdened.
Concentrated poverty is an additional piece that the city considered when creating the
masterplan. The have found that low- and moderate- income households must live in
concentrated pockets of poverty because affordable housing choices do not exist in middle and
strong housing markets. (Richmond 300, 2020) To help with implementation of affordable
housing development practice, there are objectives that have been outlined. Some of those
objectives include increasing city-wide awareness of the importance of mixed-housing,
homelessness mitigation, increase of affordable housing stock, and preventing involuntary
displacement. (Richmond 300, 2020)

The City’s Vision for Housing Richmond Residents
According to the Richmond 300 masterplan, there are three growth projections outlined which
include a moderate, strong, and aggressive approach to assessing city growth. For this plan, the
City’s moderate growth projection of 260,000 people (about half the population of Wyoming)
living within the city by 2037 (Richmond 300, 2020) is most appropriate. This projection
“assumes the continuation of the recent 15-year trend of attracting people of college age, young
adults, empty-nesters, and retirees” (pg.14, Richmond 300). It is expected that there will be a
continued out-migration of families with school-age children with an annual growth rate of .76%
which is the growth rate that Richmond experienced between 2000 and 2015. (Richmond 300,
2020)
Objective 14.3 of Richmond 300 is to create 10,000 new affordable housing units for low- and
very low-income households over the next 10 years. This is to be achieved by providing an
annual source of Affordable Housing Trust Fund revenue for projects that service low- and very
low-income individuals and amending rehabilitation tax abatements for for-profit developers. It
is also expected to be fulfilled by lobbying the General Assembly to give Richmond City the
authority to adopt mandatory inclusionary zoning programs and supporting new construction
technologies to reduce the cost of building affordable housing. (Richmond 300) Zoning revisions
and prioritizing transit accessible development are key things to assist with implementation as
well.

Shockoe Bottom Small Area Plan
In July of 2021, a draft Shockoe Bottom Small Area plan was released which outlines key goals
and objectives for the Shockoe Bottom neighborhood. There are six key topics outlined in the
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plan that will help guide the future of the area. Those six topics include history and culture, highquality places, equitable transportation, diverse economy, inclusive housing, and thriving
environment. All six of these topics are key to maintaining a healthy environment for both
residents and visitors and serve a great purpose in the continued support of the historic area. The
housing goal for the Shockoe Bottom Small Area Plan pulls directly from Richmond 300, which
is to “preserve, expand, and create mixed-income communities and foster the inclusion of
increased affordable housing by preserving existing housing units and developing new ones—
both rental and owner occupied— throughout the city” (R300 Goal 14). The current zoning of
Shockoe Bottom supports the creation and rehabilitation of underutilized and/ or vacant
structures which is also a goal of this Housing Richmond plan. The development opportunities
outlined on pages 78 and 79 of the Small Area Plan will serve a great purpose when determining
potential sites for affordable housing creation. Unfortunately, Greater Scotts Addition and
Manchester did not have a small area plan located on the City of Richmond’s website.

Methodology
The professional plan required both experimental and observational disciplines when
approaching methodology. To understand how the Greater Scotts Addition, Shockoe Bottom,
and Manchester priority growth nodes have previously managed growth in response to a need for
affordability, a series of interviews were conducted to better understand other local housing nonprofit practices and current challenges that may be associated with the delivery of affordable
developments. GIS mapping was completed to better understand placement of new housing
opportunities to determine whether they can meet a holistic goal which is to situate itself in
corridors that have good access to food, employment opportunities, and transportation. The
research questions that were answered through methodology are included below:
Research Questions
1. How can existing land use help meet the needs of Richmond 300’s vision for extending
housing affordability?
2. What is the local stakeholder response to affordable housing development within these
priority growth nodes?
3. What are the barriers/ needs that non-profit and faith-based organizations may experience
when proposing new development of affordable housing?
4. How can both for-profit and nonprofit organizations intersect to develop affordable
housing?
Interviews
Interviews were conducted to better understand development and delivery challenges pertaining
to affordable housing and how other key players within the development realm have navigated
through them. Interviewees included nonprofit housing developers, for-profit housing
developers, financial institutions, and additional housing agencies that assist in the creation of
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affordable housing dwellings to better understand the challenges they face as well as understand
how they can be better assisted through the process.
Recruiting individuals to participate in my interview process was done by contacting non-profit
and for-profit and housing development organizations to inform them of my plan and the purpose
it will serve in creating new affordable housing opportunities in Richmond. These interviews
were used to understand opinions and experiences of those who are most prominent in the
delivery process of affordable housing.

GIS Mapping
GIS mapping helped to better understand where Richmond City both previously and currently
provides affordable/ permanent supportive housing options. Using GIS mapping to analyze total
stock and its accessibility to services such as transportation, healthcare, education, and
employment helped to fulfill the need for a holistic approach to housing low-income residents. A
a map that clearly depicts potential development sites was created. This map answered research
question number 1 which is to understand the location of potential development sites.

Findings
In response to the methods outlined in the previous section of this plan, a series of findings came
about when trying to understand the role those non-profit developers play in the affordable
housing development realm. There were two types of research conducted which included
interviews with housing developers, housing affiliated organizations, and financial institutions as
well as GIS mapping to understand where potential areas of opportunity to develop lie within the
three priority growth nodes.

Interviews
As previously mentioned, the Housing Richmond Professional Plan seeks to identify how
Affordable Housing takes shapes within the Richmond community as well as how different key
players or stakeholders play are role in the development process. A series of research questions
were posed to better understand the past and present of housing stock, role of multiple types of
housing organizations within the region, and what the future my hold for continuous housing
development. To best determine how affordable housing development takes shape, three key
stakeholders were interviewed. Those stakeholders were housing developers, housing-affiliated
organizations, and financial institutions. The data was collected by asking each stakeholder to
participate in a 30minute to an hour-long conversation about their role within the affordable
housing development process.
Of the many questions asked during the interview portion, there were a few key themes that
arose during these conversations. This portion of findings proved to be very necessary in order to
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better gauge why some of the leading organizations in affordable housing development are not
creating additional affordable housing stock at a much larger scale. It also helped to see how the
work that their supporters are doing directly benefit the creation process. A few main takeaways
arose from the interview portion of methodology. Those main takeaways were the lack in
motivation to develop affordable housing within the three outlined priority growth nodes, the
multi-faceted process for securing funding to finance affordable developments, the multiple
barriers or constraints that developers are facing when attempting to bring projects off of the
ground, the partnerships between affordable housing developers and organizations, and calls for
policy change.
Lack of affordable development within Shockoe Bottom, Manchester, and Scotts Addition
When asking developers if they currently have affordable projects within the three outlined
priority growth nodes, a majority of developers answered “no”. A leader at Better Housing
Coalition quoted “the expense of the land” as being one of the primary reasons why she has not
been able to develop within these three priority growth nodes. An interesting thing to note about
the Shockoe Bottom priority growth node is that certain areas are in a flood zone. A leader at the
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust mentioned that he does not prefer to develop in those
conditions being that he has had experience a developer in New Orleans, Louisiana. “I don’t
want to develop anymore housing in flood zones, that’s me personally. And I don’t think we
should be developing in those high-risk areas”.
A leader at Spyrock Real Estate, a for-profit developer mentioned having an affordable project
on the edge of Shockoe Bottom and an affordable project on the edge of Manchester. “We have
not attempted to develop any affordable housing projects in Scott’s Addition although we do
have three projects where a percentage of our unit count is dedicated to be, what I would
consider, a workforce housing demographic making up to 80% of the area median income”. I
followed up to ask if this was how they set rent or if they were required because of the funding
they received and he confirmed that the funding they received prompted this action. This appears
to be a common theme to develop where it is feasibly possible, as aforementioned challenges
such as land cost and availability are present. A leader within Project: HOMES mentioned that
Manchester has provided a small opportunity for his company to development affordable
housing, with a project underway at Bainbridge & 21st. “Scott’s Addition was a huge missed
opportunity for us” said this leader, acknowledging that the growth within Scott’s Addition
happened quickly and in an unplanned way. “We knew it was getting hot and I remember
allowing people to say we already missed the boat, and that was in 2008”, he mentioned, with
ideas to move their companies headquarters there and take advantage of the growing economy.
This developer described this challenge as missed opportunity both for this company and the
city, acknowledging that “the missed opportunity for us and the city is that there is no affordable
housing currently”.
Securing funding for affordable developments
Affordable developments have the opportunity to use subsidy options such as Low-Income
Housing Tax Credits and Historical Tax Credits to help finance the development process. There
are additional funding sources that both developers and non-profit housing organization
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mentioned that help fund projects such as Community Development Block Grants and the
Richmond Affordable Housing Trust Fund. It was imperative to understand the level of support
that these funding sources provide for clients as well as the challenge that may come along with
securing them.
The availability of funds plays a role in making sure all cost pertaining to a specific project are
funded and funded properly. Asking developers if they have had any difficulty getting the
funding need for projects would help to recognize a potential gap in resource connections. Two
developers responded with differing responses. A leader at Better Housing Coalition said that it
was not hard for them to get grant funding. “That is based on over 30 years of experience”, she
mentioned with successful relationship being built up over time. Another employee at Maggie
Walker Community Land Trust commented that “trying to piece-meal funding to subsidize
construction” has been a large piece of their role and while they have not tapped into an
individual donor program, it is something that may help making sure that funding is secured.
When speaking with a leader at Spyrock Real Estate, he mentioned that they have two projects
that used both Low-Income Housing Tax Credits and Historic Tax Credits. “There are a number
of other developers here and around the region that have taken advantage of Historic Tax Credits
and have layered them in with Low Income Housing Tax Credits to make the projects more
feasible” he mentioned, while speaking on the ease of obtaining Historical Tax Credits so long as
you meet the standards set forth by the Department of the Interior and the National Parks
Service. Historic Tax Credits are non-competitive and are easier to come across than a 9% tax
credit. This leader mentioned that his company, being that they are a for-profit entity, is at a
disadvantage because “many of the 9% tax credit awards go to much small projects than we
would develop”. This Spyrock Real Estate leader explains his thoughts on the 9% Low Income
Housing Tax Allocations and how the Virginia Housing Qualified Allocation Plan (QAP) is
written so that ‘smaller projects typically have a higher likelihood of achieving them”. He quoted
that “if you want to chip away at, what some would say, a significant affordable housing project,
then you need to allow for larger projects to be developed”, deeming this a “flaw” of the tax
credit program. This comment references the mechanics of the Tax Credit program from the
belief of this particular developer and should not insinuate that only small receive tax credits.
Barriers and surrounding affordable housing development
All five developers recognized that there were barriers and constraints that are common when
developing. Many developers agreed that land supply, rezoning, tax credit shortages, funding,
and NIMBYism can play a big part in why an affordable development does not see life. A leader
with Maggie Walker Community Land Trust mentioned that “land is a big one right now”
shining light on the difficulty behind securing physical parcels that can be developed on. Other
constraints such as lumber and equipment shortage due to the COVID-19 pandemic has stunted
project development, with rising cost of materials exceeding approved construction loan
amounts. Manchester as a highly sought out neighborhood where market rate developments see a
better opportunity to be completed than affordable housing developments was also mentioned.
That is in part because there is no incentive for a landowner to sell to an affordable developer
unless it is in good faith.
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Richmond specific issues mainly stayed around the rezoning and permit application process.
Developers described the process as disorganized and slow. A comment on the lack of city
resources were also mentioned and how hard it is to find cheap land to rezone in the city versus
surrounding counties. On a better note, a developer mentioned that they believe in the city and
do not see themselves developing elsewhere. They appreciate the city’s support behind
development versus the minimal support in surrounding counties.
While barriers to affordable develop were discussed, a call for change in policy was highly
recommended. Policies such as giving affordable developers more opportunity to buy, proper tax
assessments for affordable developments, mandatory inclusionary zoning, rezoning priority to
affordable projects, and fostered public/ private partnerships by local government were posed as
changes in policy that developers would like to see. More specific request included priority to
affordable housing for land planning and inspections, with waived connection fees being a
potentially useful action. One of the more intriguing factors in this set of responses was the
consensus that proper tax assessment is vital in ensuring that owners are not overwhelmed with
extremely high property taxes due to them being assessed in the same fashion a typical market
rate development would be.
The same question regarding policy changes was posed to housing organizations and all four
housing affiliated organizations requested a better system for rezoning. An employee with HD
Advisors mentioned that “exemptions from local land use code” is an “untapped potential to
increase our public sector capacity to develop housing”, which could also benefit the private
sectors effort to develop affordable housing as well. Other responses included dramatically
increasing public infrastructure and housing development being that the local level does not
build housing anymore, exemptions from local land use code, fostering inclusionary zoning, and
proper assessment of property taxes for affordable developments.
Positive partnerships between affordable housing developers and organizations
Partnerships appear to play a key role in developing successful projects. Developers mentioned
partnership with other non-profit organizations, the municipality, and local and national banks.
Although these partnerships may not be 50/50, someone will initially take the lead and they work
together to produce affordable units. A Maggie Walker Community Land Trust employee
mentioned that they have worked with Habitat for Humanity and Project: HOME previously, and
are currently partnering with an Eagle Construction, a market-rate developer, to build a project
outside of the city. This helps to “build more relationship so that they can get projects done on an
easier basis” and help get more units closing-ready. A leader with Project: HOMES noted that
they have partnered with other non-profit developers where they have developed in the same area
“to share risk”. Those non-profits included Southside Community Development Corporation and
Better Housing Coalition and Project:HOMES serves as the construction partner.
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GIS Mapping
One of the research questions posed above asked how existing land use can help meet the needs
of Richmond 300’s vision for housing affordability. To answer that question, a series of GIS
mapping exercises were necessary to physically see where areas of opportunity to develop are. It
was imperative to outline the three priority growth nodes separately, and map out all parcels that
are deemed currently vacant. To gather this data, I collected information provided in a public
shapefile on ArcGIS online and clipped parcels to show those that are located within the three
priority growth nodes in discussion.
To execute this research portion, there were a few key elements that needed to be included.
Vacant parcels within the Shockoe Bottom, Manchester, and Scott’s Addition priority growth did
not exclude parcels zoned anything other than R-Multifamily. This was done purposely,
recognizing that there may be opportunity for rezoning so long as it aligns with the future land
use plans outlined in Richmond 300. This mapping technique allows for readers to understand
not only where vacant parcels are currently situated, but how concentrated these parcels may
potentially be.

Map 9: Map of all vacant parcels within the Manchester priority growth node
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The map above represents the Manchester priority growth node and the currently vacant parcels
of land that fall within it. For this plan, the growth nodes are comprised of census tracts 602 and
610. The purpose of this map is to better understand the geographical location of where
opportunities to develop may lie. Although some of these parcels may not be sizeable for multifamily development, it outlines a starting point for understanding what land is currently vacant.
The Manchester priority growth node currently has 664 vacant parcels within census tracts 602
and 610. This is a significantly large number considering that this outlined growth node spans
approximately 1,410 acres. Per the GIS map above, there are many concentrated pockets of
vacant parcels within this priority growth node. This may allow for the acquisition of multiple
small parcels in order to build a larger scale development. Being that the client has no particular
niche in preferred scale, there may be a few different options for affordable housing development
styles which can include single-family homes, duplexes, and multi-family apartments.
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Table 9: Vacant Property and Respective Zoning for Manchester Priority Growth Node

As previously mentioned, are currently 664 vacant parcels within the Manchester Priority
Growth Node. The map above shows a breakdown of the respective zoning for each parcel. This
information is extremely useful when trying to understand whether rezoning will need to take
place in order for a multi-family development to occur within this growth node. A significant
portion of the vacant land within the Manchester Priority Growth Node is zoning R-1-R7 which
is a Single-Family designation. We can conclude that these parcels will be a challenge for mid to
large scale multifamily development.
It is important to recognize that the only way to increase affordable housing stock is to identify
potential sites for development, be intentional about which areas within the Richmond
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community might need what type of housing and analyze the existing stock to understand where
the deficit lies. In a growth node like Manchester, affordable housing options may not look the
same compared to what Scotts Addition or Shockoe Bottom may be able to offer.

Map 10: Map of all vacant parcels within the Scotts Addition priority growth node

The map above represents the Scotts Addition Priority Growth Node and the currently vacant
parcels of land that fall within it. For the purpose of this plan, the growth nodes are comprised of
census tracts 402, 405, 406, 407. The purpose of this map is to better understand the
geographical location of where opportunities to develop within Scotts Addition may lie.
Although some of these parcels may not be sizeable for multi-family development, it outlines a
starting point for understanding what land is currently vacant. The Scotts Addition priority
growth node spans approximately 1,273 acres and compared to the two additional priority
growth nodes that are being analyzed, the node has a much smaller amount of vacant land than
Manchester and Shockoe Bottom.
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Table 10: Vacant Parcels and Respective Zoning for Scotts Addition Priority Growth Node

There are currently 135 vacant parcels within the Scotts Addition priority growth node. A
sizeable portion of those lots are zoned R1-R7 for Single Family, but majority of them are
currently zoned B Industrial. One interesting thing to note about this node is that there are no
vacant parcels currently zoned as R Multi-family.
Being that there are no current R Multi-family zoned vacant parcels, this will create a need for
rezoning. As mentioned previously in the interview section, affordable housing developers
identified zoning and rezoning to be one of the many constraints regarding the lack in affordable
housing development.
Scotts Addition has many development opportunities on the rise, with the Diamond District
currently accepting proposals for redevelopment. While no vacant parcels fall within the
boundaries that the City of Richmond has outlined for development and redevelopment, it can be
assumed that there will be growth impacts on the surrounding communities. As many developers
have mentioned previously, cost of land may be a deterring factor when encouraging affordable
development within the node but that does not diminish the fact that opportunity may be there.
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Map 11: Map of all vacant parcels within the Shockoe Bottom priority growth node

The map above represents the Shockoe Bottom Priority Growth Node and the currently vacant
parcels of land that fall within it. For the purpose of this plan, the growth nodes are comprised of
census tracts 203,204,205,206, and 207. The primary purpose of mapping the Shockoe Bottom
priority growth node and its respective vacant parcels is to understand where affordable housing
development opportunities may be located and on what scale. Compared to the two additional
priority growth nodes that are being analyzed, the Shockoe Bottom node has the largest amount
of vacant land with 794 undeveloped parcels spread across approximately 1,261 acres.
Unlike the Manchester priority growth node, which also has a sizeable number of vacant parcels,
the parcels in Shockoe Bottom are not as concentrated. By simply taking an overall look at
parcel size compared to larger parcels that may be available in other priority growth nodes, it can
be assumed that many of these parcels may be slated for small scale or single-family/ duplex
developments.
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Table 11: Vacant Parcels and Respective Zoning for Shockoe Bottom Priority Growth Node

There is current 794 vacant parcels within the Shockoe Bottom priority growth node. Majority of
these lots are zoned R1-R7 for Single Family, and 4 lots are multi-family development eligible
currently. An additional 28 lots are currently zoned as B Industrial and the remaining 116 lots are
zoned B Commercial. Being that there very few existing R-Multifamily lots, the client will have
to tap into rezoning to execute a multi-family development within this node if the existing
parcels are not available.

Findings Summary
In all, affordable housing development has many moving parts. Often times it can require
extensive research to identify where need lies. There are common challenges that need to be
addressed as well as opportunities for affordable development to take shape, both in which will
happen as more non-profit and for-profit housing developers and organizations continue to stress
the need for affordability. Although current affordable housing options exist, there is still a
pressing need for more. Housing affiliated organizations are working effortlessly to be sure they
strive to meet the housing deficit goal, and many of them work cohesively to achieve the task at
hand. However, affordable housing is not being built on a large scale and that is an issue.
Outlined below are a few recommendations to support continued affordable housing
development.
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Recommendations
Based on the findings above, a series of recommendations need to be provided in order to meet
the goal of creating more affordable housing within the Shockoe Bottom, Manchester, and
Scott’s Addition priority growth nodes. Below are an outline of goals, objectives, and actions to
support the recommendations.

Increase housing affordability in Richmond, Virginia
As previously mentioned, there are currently 21% of individuals living below the poverty line in
the City of Richmond. Of the 219,038 individuals that make up the total population, 45,775
persons fall within this category. The primary challenge presented within this plan is to
understand why developers are not creating affordable at a larger scale than their current work,
which will help to find solutions to increase both the housing stock and the affordability of those
units. According to a leader within HD Advisors, the City of Richmond has a multi-thousandunit housing deficit and affordable, inclusive housing needs to be a priority before it becomes a
problem too hard to solve.
Housing developers play a key role in providing affordable living for residents of the city. One
of the many goals outlined within this plan would be to increase housing affordability in the City
of Richmond. As a developer, understanding where opportunity to acquire land whether it is
vacant, underdeveloped, or available for adaptive reuse, is one of the very first steps in the
development process. There are many moving parts that pertain to development, but as
mentioned previously, one of the barriers when developing are resident opinions or NIMBYism.
Ensuring that Richmond residents are fully aware of the positive effects of affordable housing,
will hopefully in turn lead individuals to support the mission of affordable housing developers.
Goal 1: Increase housing affordability in Richmond, Virginia
Object 1.1: Maximize development opportunities on existing vacant parcels
-

Gather yearly or bi-yearly data on vacant/ underdeveloped land (City or privately
owned) to understand where opportunities are
Negotiate with the City of Richmond to sell some of their vacant land yearly to
non-profit housing developers

Objective 1.2: Educate the greater Richmond population of what affordable housing
really is
-

Hold quarterly information sessions in conjunction with other non-profit housing
organizations that serve as an open forum for individuals to learn about the
positive impacts of affordable housing
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Increase investment in Commonwealth Catholic Charities’ affordable
housing initiative
One of the challenges pertaining to housing development that both housing developers and
housing affiliated organizations recognized is the need for additional funding source that may not
include public dollars. Being that tax incentives such as Historic Tax Credits and Low-Income
Housing Tax Credits are very limited, reaching farther than the standard public dollar to outside
sources such as private foundations and additional non-profits that provide funds for affordable
development is necessary.
This paper focuses primarily on the new construction of affordable housing units, rather than the
preservation of existing structures purposely. During interviews with developers, it was
mentioned that Historic Tax Credits would play a large role in the preservation of existing
structures, if all of those said structures were not already in planning for new uses. Being that
Historic Tax Credits may not be able to be used, it is important to create new opportunities for
investment into Commonwealth Catholic Charities’ mission to provide affordable housing.
Increased marketing of new projects has the potential to entice individuals and organizations to
invest in developments. Creating a donor base can also provide monetary funds from
organizations other than the local or state government.
Goal 2: Increase investment in Commonwealth Catholic Charities’ affordable housing
initiative
Objective 2.1: Increase marketing efforts to gain additional investment
-

Create visibility by purchasing signage to go out front of current and future
developments
Create social media pages such as LinkedIn, Facebook, and Twitter to showcase
the housing mission

Objective 2.2: Create an individual donor base to help with development cost
-

Create a website showcasing the mission and current work of Commonwealth
Catholic Charities housing arm so that individuals will be more inclined to
support the mission
Create a Commonwealth Catholic Charities housing event and incorporate a silent
auction to raise funds for housing development
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Become a part of the housing network
When speaking with housing developers and housing affiliated organizations, the positive
relationship between the two became very apparent. Developers rely on non-profit housing
organizations to increase awareness pertaining to affordable housing and share resources to
continue the goal of trying to increase affordability. Other partnerships within the current
housing network included developments spearheaded by both a non-profit and for-profit entity,
as well as non-profit to non-profit led projects. These relationships foster a space for developers
that are new to the Richmond region to continue to learn the market and what Richmond city has
to offer.
Becoming a part of the housing network will create a pipeline for affordable development that
will promote transparency within Richmond’s housing development realm. Affordable housing
has the ability to serve as a multi-faceted solution to social inequalities such as health-care,
stability, and wealth-building and developing with these challenges in mind can do more than
just provide roofs for individuals to live under. Dependent upon zoning and land availability,
projects have the potential to directly impact these challenges with subsidized commercial space
on site to provide job opportunity and promote entrepreneurship.
Goal 3: Become a part of the housing network
Objective 3.1: Develop partnerships with non-profit and for-profit housing organizations
-

Meet with local developers yearly to discuss upcoming projects and resources
Advise the City of Richmond to create a database highlighting all housing
developers to understand which organizations are within the development realm

Objective 3.2: Expand existing development capabilities and connections
-

Utilize previous connections with developers outside of Richmond to steer a new
way of thinking in terms of development practice in the city
Connect with HousingForward to receive actionable information regarding both
local and regional housing networks and their current housing strategies
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Advocate for updated affordable housing policy in Richmond, Virginia
Housing developers and non-profit housing organizations shared numerous barriers and
constraints that pertain to affordable housing development. Barriers such as rezoning
capabilities, NIMBYism, improper tax assessments, and funding are some of the many that
developers face which can ultimately determine if they are able to create housing stock. In
response to outlining some of the constraints that developers may face, a call to action was
presented to understand how change in policy can play a role in increasing the affordable
housing stock.
Developers and non-profit organizations work tirelessly to create affordable rental units as well
as affordable homeownership opportunities, with the intention to not stop. According to 2020
U.S. Census data, 219, 038 total individuals lived in Richmond city and of that total, 45,775 of
individuals lived below the poverty level. As of 2021, the number of total residents decreased by
135 persons to 218,903 while the number of individuals below the poverty rose by 440 persons
to 46,215. This addition of individuals to the number of persons living below the poverty line
further justifies why more affordable housing development is needed and in order to make it
happen, there has to be a clear path for both for-profit and non-profit housing developers to do
so.
Goal 4: Advocate for updated affordable housing policy in Richmond, Virginia
Objective 4.1: Expand the housing team at Commonwealth Catholic Charites
-

Connect with Urban Planning students at Virginia Commonwealth University to
offer an internship that requires policy review and recommendations on areas of
development based on analytical reviews
Hire individuals that have experience in rezoning, tax credits, and development of
housing assets to assist with the final planning and housing development process.

Objective 4.2: Foster a relationship with local leaders and stakeholders in the Richmond
area
-

Have a quarterly meeting with the 9 different councilmembers for additional
support for affordable projects
Connect with grassroot organizations that lobby for affordable housing in Virginia
Meet with City Planners to discuss ways to allow affordable housing within the
three priority growth nodes
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Appendix 1: Interview Prompts for Housing Developers
What is affordable housing?
When asking housing developers their opinion on the definition of affordable housing, there
were a few differing responses. One developer mentioned that affordable housing is something
that is attainable for individuals and families who make less than 100% of the Area Median
Income and can only afford to spend 30-35%of their income on housing. Another developer
described affordable housing as an opportunity to help individuals making 60% of the Area
Median Income with an emphasis on quality living. The most intriguing factor that came out of
this question was the variety of different responses given and thought process behind the
responses.
Do you think Richmond housing is affordable? Is there a need, a dire need, or an extremely dire
need?
I posed a question about Richmond housing affordability in its current state to better grasp how
developers think about affordability and if it impacts their decision to build. One developer
stated that Richmond city is more on the less affordable side while another further explained the
housing need can be seen across all housing types, not just within the affordable realm. There
was a consensus between many developers on notion that there is in fact a need for affordable
supply, and each respectively attempts to meet the demand with the resources that they have.
How long have you been developing within the Richmond region?
To understand how long these developers have been tied to the Richmond market, developers
were asked how long they had been making strides to develop affordable housing in the region.
Responses indicated as little as 5 years within the Richmond development realm up to 18 years
creating physical units for the market. The question about the tenure of development activity in
the Richmond region did not specify if these projects were affordable developments, so a follow
up question of if any of the developments were affordable, where they are located, and the
typical scale of project size was asked. Most developers built strictly affordable units since
beginning developer, while one developer completed its first affordable development more
recently in 2019.
How do you determine where your organization develops new housing projects?
Understanding where an organization develops new housing projects helped to recognize some
driving factors in the creation of affordable units within a specific node or general area. Four
developers responded to this question with answers that were both similar and completely
different in nature. Some of the most common answers given were centered area cost of land and
land availability, as well as rezoning potential. Tools such as the Richmond 300 Master plan
were used by a particular developer to understand where opportunity may lie. One developer
even mentioned that they may have relationship with an individual or organization in the market
that may have land or property that they want developed and will reach out for partnership
opportunities. If a municipality puts out an RFP, this will also serve as a way for a developer to
partake in business ventures.
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Have you ever built affordable housing? If so, where? Scale (how many units)?
One of the many goals for the methodology piece of the Housing Richmond Professional Plan is
to identify the types of projects the developers interviewed are interested in building. To better
understand how many units are and will be added to Richmond’s housing stock, I asked if the
developers had ever built affordable housing and if so, where and the typically unit count. Four
developers interviewed quoted a scale of more than 50 units with one only delving into single
family home and duplex developments. One intriguing factor about the scale of developer
projects is that the most units a developer has decided to build was 220 in one single project.
Do you have projects within Shockoe Bottom? Scotts Addition? Manchester?
The priority growth nodes that were studied included Shockoe Bottom, Scotts Addition, and
Manchester, and it was important to understand if developers have previously built within these
nodes or have future plans to build within these nodes. Most developers answered “no” with
reasons such as land cost and missed opportunities to develop before the area grew to be what it
is today. One developer has an affordable project underway at Bainbridge and 21st which lies
within Census Tract 610.
What type of financing did you use? Were any of these projects completed using Low Income
Housing Tax Credits?
Financing is one of the most important aspects of seeing an affordable housing development see
life. Interviewees were questioned about the type of financing or funding that they use and if any
of their project were done using Low Income Housing Tax Credits. In some capacity, local banks
played a vital role in financing. Federal, state, and local funds also help the funding aspect.
Monetary fund’s such as Community Development Block Grants and the Affordable Housing
Trust Fund were noted multiple times when talking to developers. It is important to note that
capital gained over the years have been a funding source for new projects, but the primary source
of financing for most developers is through 4% Low Income Housing Tax Credits and Historic
Tax Credits. 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credits have been deemed extremely competitive and
multiple interviewees expressed that they don’t attempt to go for them.
Has getting grant funding been difficult and why?
The availability of funds plays a role in making sure all cost pertaining to a specific project are
funded and funded properly. Asking developers if they have had any difficulty getting the
funding need for projects would help to recognize a potential gap in resource connections. Two
developers responded with different responses. One said that it was not hard for them to get grant
funding. That can be attributed to 30 years of experience with the same lenders and partners. The
other stated that the lack in subsidy to buy land is a reason why grant funding has been difficult
to come across as well as needing to be cautious of what type of subsidy to take.
Are there any locations that you attempted to develop in but were unsuccessful?
Outside of the priority growth nodes outlined above, it is important to understand if there are any
areas within the Richmond community that developers have attempted to build in but were
unsuccessful. Specific areas or districts were not discussed, but challenges such as building
conditions or not having the bandwidth to acquire structures have made some project ideas
unfeasible.
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Are there any barriers or constraints that you have experienced when developing?
All five developers recognized that there were barriers and constraints that are common when
developing. Many developers agreed that land supply, rezoning, tax credit shortages, funding,
and NIMBYism can play a big part in why an affordable development does not see life. One
developer went into detail regarding why Shockoe Bottom and Manchester are not ideal to create
affordable units. They described Shockoe Bottom as being land constrained where very little can
be developed due to the floodplain. They also described Manchester as a highly sought out
neighborhood where market rate developments see a better opportunity to be completed than
affordable housing developments. That is in part because there is no incentive for a landowner to
sell to an affordable developer unless it is in good faith.
Specifically in Richmond, have you run into any issues when developing? Compared to other
area, is there a constraint that only played a role in Richmond City?
Richmond specific issues mainly stayed around the rezoning and permit application process.
Developers described the process as disorganized and slow. A comment on the lack of city
resources was also mentioned and how hard it is to find cheap land to rezone in the city versus
surrounding counties. On a better note, a developer mentioned that they believe in the city and do
not see themselves developing elsewhere while another developer mentioned their appreciation
for the city regarding support behind development versus the minimal support in surrounding
counties.
Did your development include a partnership between yourself and another organization? To
what extent? Ever followed up with a non- profit/ for profit entity?
Partnerships appear to play a key role in developing successful projects. Developers mentioned
partnership with other non-profit organizations, the municipality, and local and national banks.
Although these partnerships may not be 50/50, someone will initially take the lead and they work
together to produce affordable units.
If you had the authority to dictate affordable housing development on a policy level, what is one
or two) things that you would immediately change?
Developer interviewed by asking how they would change policy regarding affordable housing
development and many of the responses were similar. Things like giving affordable developers
more opportunity to buy, proper tax assessments for affordable developments, mandatory
inclusionary zoning, rezoning priority to affordable projects, and fostered public/ private
partnerships by local government. More specific request included priority to affordable housing
for land planning and inspections, with waived connection fees being a potentially useful action.
One of the more intriguing factors in this set of responses was the consensus that proper tax
assessment is vital in ensuring that owners are not overwhelmed with extremely high property
taxes due to them being assessed in the same fashion a typical market rate development would
be.

41

Appendix 2: Interview Prompts for Housing Affiliated Organizations
What is affordable housing in your opinion?
Interviews began by asking interviewees about their professional opinion on what affordable
housing truly is. Of the four organizations that I spoke with, many mentioned the technical
understanding that no more than 30% of your income be allotted for housing. Once that number
starts to grow, housing become less and less affordable to attain.
Do you think Richmond housing is affordable?
One of the main takeaways from this question was the agreeance that we do in fact have a long
way to go but we can get there. One organization recognized that there is a long way to go for
affordable housing creation to meet demand, quoting a deficit of about 20,000 affordable units.
Specifically, in Richmond, rent increases our outpacing the State of Virginia and the more rents
continue to increase, more individuals will not be able to afford decent housing.
What are some common constraints that you are aware of that pertain to the physical
development of affordable units? ** Compared to developers’ responses**
Common constraints that housing affiliated organizations have been advised of are very similar
to developer responses, which in my opinion is expected and a good thing. This leads me to
believe that both types of organizations are aware of challenges and can assist when the need
arises. Land use and zoning, NIMBYism, construction cost, land cost, labor, and supply chain
delays are a few issues that will slow the delivery of affordable projects. There are other
challenges such as lack of political will red tape surrounding subsidies that have also been
deemed as constraints that may limit a developer’s ability to successfully deliver units as well.
Richmond is a larger metro area so many of these things affect a developer looking to build
within this market more than if they were to go in a rural area and build.
If you had the authority to dictate affordable housing development on a policy level, what is one
or two things that you would immediately change?
This question was posed to see how housing affiliated organizations think about revitalizing the
development process for affordable housing on a policy scale. All four housing affiliated
organizations requested a better system for rezoning. Other responses included dramatically
increasing public infrastructure and housing development being that the local level does not
build housing anymore, exemptions from local land use code, fostering inclusionary zoning, and
proper assessment of property taxes for affordable developments.
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Appendix 3: Interview Prompts and Answers from Lenders/ Financial
Institutions
What is affordable housing in your opinion?
Only one of the two lenders interviewed answered this question. This contact described an
affordable living situation as one where rent does not exceed 25% of income. This lender
described affordable housing as quality housing but recognized that some older affordable
dwelling units go without proper maintenance. Sometimes, landlords do not put money into
them and leave them with old, run down appliances.
What types of financing are often used to fund housing projects in the Richmond region?
Specifically, affordable housing?
Many financing tools such as grants, Low Income Housing Tax Credits, and Trust Fund money
are used to finance affordable housing projects. As far as a lender’s stance goes, one of the
lenders I interviewed stated that they will lend 80% of the purchase price and the additional 20%
(down payment) should be acquired through one of the sources above, specifically for non-profit
developers. Typically, 40% of the cost is from grant money which can look like about 1 million
dollars in grant money to keep a project affordable.
Do individuals that are looking for lending run into any application constraints? Which are most
common?
The question as to whether the application process stops a developer from getting financing was
asked to understand the level of knowledge around the financing process that a lender gets to see.
One lender mentioned that they do not see common application issues. That lender does
commercial loans on multi-family properties and works primarily with professional investors
that have experience. The second lender interviewed mentioned that their process looks more
like a meeting, conversation, or email where the project details are laid out. It can be described
better as a financing package than a typical application.
As a first-time builder, what is one or two things you should know about financing
affordable developments?
Both lenders stated that experience plays a big role in your chance to get a project funded. For a
first-time developer, one lender mentioned that you should partner with someone who has
completed a project before and establish a team of experienced developers. The additional lender
mentioned that is goes beyond development and will require experience in hiring the right
general contractors and property management team. You should also be very well aware of city
level applications centered around development which can include rezoning and permitting.
How do you determine which developers gets financing? What do you look for in a qualified
candidate?
There are a few things that lenders look for when determining which developers get financing.
According to the two lenders interviewed, a qualified candidate has a cash flow or source of
repayment, a balanced budget, the last 3 years of tax returns for the business, no tax liens or
previous bankruptcy filings, be financially responsible, and a good credit score as the owner of
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the company. This question is significant in understanding how banks decide which projects to
support and how developers can be prepared to approach a bank for lending.
Are most developers that seek funding aware of the lending process?
One of the lenders interviewed mentioned that it can be tough for a new developer to get
financing as the underwrite experience. The additional lender interviewed mentioned that they
work with professional investors that have been through the process before.
How often does new developer seek funding from you? Are most individuals that you deal
with repeat customers?
Both lenders agreed that most clients are repeat customers that they have built relationships with.
One mentioned that a few times a year you may get a new client request, but most affordable
developments are done by individuals that have done them before. Most new construction in
affordable housing is done with Low Income Housing Tax Credit which is a competitive process
within itself. It usually takes 2-4 months to close on a loan and the construction timeline may
take from 12 to 18 months to complete.
What are a few common reasons why you would deny a developer of financing?
Some of the common reasons why a development may be denied financing would be lack of
experience or lack of down payment. One lender mentioned that if they do have the down
payment but lack of experience, they may be able to work with them. Additional reasons
mentioned by the second lender interviewed included failed projects, any derogatory history, and
not having all funding sources that are needed identified.

Table X
Questions for Housing Developers
Question
What is affordable housing in your opinion?

Do you think Richmond housing is
affordable? Is there a need, a dire need, or an
extremely dire need?
How long have you been developing within
the Richmond Region?

•
•
•
•
•

Respondent
Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

•
•

Project: HOMES
Spyrock Real Estate

•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
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How do you determine where your
organization develops new housing projects?

•
•
•
•

Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Have you ever built affordable housing? If so,
where? Scale (how many units)?

•
•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Do you have projects within Shockoe Bottom?
Scotts Addition? Manchester?

•
•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

What type of financing did you use? Were any
of these projects completed using Low Income
Housing Tax Credits?

•
•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Has getting grant funding been difficult and
why?
Are there any locations that you attempted to
develop in but were unsuccessful?

•

Maggie Walker Community Land Trust

•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Are there any barriers or constraints that you
have experienced when developing?

•
•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Have you run into any issues when developing
in the City of Richmond? Compared to other
area, is there a constraint that only played a
role in Richmond City?

•
•
•

Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Did your development include a partnership
•
between yourself and another organization? To •

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
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what extent? Ever followed up with a nonprofit/ for profit entity?

•
•
•

Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

If you had the authority to dictate affordable
housing development on a policy level, what is
one or two) things that you would
immediately change?

•
•
•
•
•

Better Housing Coalition
Project: HOMES
Maggie Walker Community Land Trust
Spyrock Real Estate
The Community Builders

Questions for Housing Affiliated Organizations
What is affordable housing in your opinion?
• Partnership for Housing Affordability
• HD Advisors
• Maggie Walker Community Land
Trust
• Virginia Community Development
Corporation
Do you think Richmond housing is affordable?
• Partnership for Housing Affordability
• HD Advisors
• Maggie Walker Community Land
Trust
• Virginia Community Development
Corporation
What are some common constraints that you
• Partnership for Housing Affordability
are aware of that pertain to the physical
• HD Advisors
development of affordable units? ** Compared
• Maggie Walker Community Land
to developers’ responses**
Trust
• Virginia Community Development
Corporation
If you had the authority to dictate affordable
• Partnership for Housing Affordability
housing development on a policy level, what is
• HD Advisors
one
• Maggie Walker Community Land
or two things that you would immediately
Trust
change?
• Virginia Community Development
Corporation
Questions for Lenders/ Financial Institutions
What is affordable housing in your opinion?
• Atlantic Union Bank
• Virginia Community Capital
What types of financing are often used to fund
• Virginia Community Capital
housing projects in the Richmond region?
Specifically, affordable housing?
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Do individuals that are looking for lending run
into any application constraints? Which are
most common?
As a first-time builder, what are one or two
things you should know about financing
affordable developments?
How do you determine which developers gets
financing? What do you look for in a qualified
candidate?
Are most developers that seek funding aware
of the lending process?
How often does new developer seek funding
from you? Are most individuals that you deal
with repeat customers?
What are a few common reasons why you
would deny a developer of financing?

•
•

Atlantic Union Bank
Virginia Community Capital

•
•

Atlantic Union Bank
Virginia Community Capital

•
•

Atlantic Union Bank
Virginia Community Capital

•
•
•
•

Atlantic Union Bank
Virginia Community Capital
Atlantic Union Bank
Virginia Community Capital

•
•

Atlantic Union Bank
Virginia Community Capital
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